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Abstract 
The article focuses on correlation between mood and modality in Modern English. The relations between logical and linguistic 
modalities are discussed. The semantic scope of linguistic modality is established. The typology of language means used to 
express linguistic modality is presented. Different approaches to the category of mood as a morphological means of expressing 
modality are analyzed. It is argued that a two-mood system is the most reasonable one for Modern English morphology. 
Perspectives of further research are outlined. 
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1. Introduction 
The category of mood is often seen as the category of the verb expressing relations between the situation and 
reality from the point of view of the speaker. In other words, the category of mood shows the subjective appraisal of 
the situation reality-unreality by the speaker. 
The category of mood in the present day English verb has generated many discussions. It has been treated in 
many different ways and is considered the most controversial category of the verb. Some linguists admit that due to 
the complexity of this category it seems hardly possible to arrive at any convincing and universally acceptable 
conclusion concerning it (Ilyish, 1971:100).  
The key problems with Mood are as follows:  
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x mood is often confused with Modality;  
x the semantic scope of the category of Mood is not clearly defined; 
x linguists use different criteria (formal, semantic, functional or a combination thereof) in distinguishing moods;  
x there is difference of opinion on the so-called analytical forms of Mood, i.e. combinations of modal verbs with 
the infinitive; 
x many of the grammars are written in fairly traditional terms and present modal systems that look very similar to 
those of Latin, Greek and Old English; 
x there are different views on homonymy and polysemy of verbal forms expressing modal meanings. 
Thus, our first task is to make a clear distinction between Mood and Modality. 
 
2. The category of modality 
2.1. Modality in logic and linguistics. Definition 
It is essential to note that the notion of modality is used in various sciences, particularly in logic and linguistics, 
which creates some confusion regarding logical and linguistic modalities. In modal logic modality is defined as the 
relation of the proposition to objective reality on the basis of either its mode of existence (possibility, factuality, 
necessity), or whether it is true or false. The notion of modality in linguistics seems vague and opens a number of 
possible definitions. Without going into detail I would like to proceed directly to the results of my study of this 
category, which is carried out along the lines of a functional-semantic approach. Thus, linguistic modality is defined 
as a functional-semantic (notional) category, which expresses the relation of the utterance to reality-unreality as 
stated by the speaker.  
The speaker-oriented character of modality in linguistics makes it different from modality in logic. For example: 
in logic the sentence “Chelyabinsk is the capital of Russia” is characterized by non-factual (unreal) modality as the 
proposition is false. In linguistics the same sentence, from the point of view of the speaker, presents the situation as 
a fact, hence, the type of modality is that of reality.  
It is important to emphasize that linguistics is not concerned with the truth or falseness of utterances, which can 
be proved only empirically, i.e. experimentally, and have no system of linguistic means to express them. I would like 
to stress once again that linguistic modality is concerned with reality-unreality as conceived by the speaker. 
According to this interpretation, fiction (novels, stories, science fiction, etc.) refers to linguistic reality, though the 
characters of these works may have never existed in real life. 
However, modalities in logic and linguistics are closely, though indirectly, connected regarding their semantics, 
but this is beyond the scope of this paper. 
2.2. Linguistic modality: Semantic scope 
Returning to linguistic modality, I should make clear that it is seen as a unity of two modalities: modality of 
reality and modality of unreality. Modality of reality characterizes situations as facts of reality from the point of view 
of the speaker, while modality of unreality is a feature of situations interpreted by the speaker as non-facts. For 
example: Today is Tuesday. Romeo and Juliet were in love (facts - modality of reality); I wish it were Sunday today. 
If it were Sunday, I wouldn’t go to school. Go and fetch my things! (The dean requested that all be present at the 
conference. He might come. Perhaps he’ll help us (non-facts - modality of unreality). 
As seen from the examples above, modality does not relate semantically to the verb alone, but to the whole of the 
sentence (Jespersen, 1992; Palmer, 1998). Moreover, the semantic scope and means of expression of unreality are 
not uniform (Khomutova, 1985). 
Thus, the semantics of unreality is represented by three types of modality: 1) non-factual modality, e.g. I wish it 
were Sunday today. If it were Sunday today, I wouldn’t go to school; 2) modality of inducement, e.g. Go and fetch 
my things! (The dean requested) that all be present at the conference; 3) suppositional modality, e.g. He might come. 
Perhaps he’ll help us. Let’s now define each semantic type of modality in turn. 
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Non-factual modality is seen as implicit negation of the reality of the situation, e.g. I wish it were Sunday today 
means It is not Sunday today.  
Modality of inducement is characteristic of direct and indirect inducement to perform an action, e.g. Go and fetch 
my things! (The dean requested) that all be present at the conference. 
Suppositional modality characterizes situations, which are possible or probable from the point of view of the 
speaker, e.g. He might come. Perhaps he’ll help us. 
The above semantic types of unreal modality have common semantic base: all of them characterize the situation 
as a non-fact from the point of view of the speaker.  
Thus, with respect to meaning linguistic modality is an opposition of reality and unreality. The meaning of reality 
is intensive. The meaning of unreality is extensive: it consists of non-factuality, inducement and supposition. 
2.3. Linguistic modality: Means of expression 
With respect to form linguistic modality is expressed by a highly developed system of different means, such as: 
x Morphological categories of mood, e.g. It is spring. I wish I were you. Stop it!, of tense and phase, e.g. If I lived 
in London I would speak English every day. If he had known about the party, he would have come. 
x Lexical-syntactic means - combinations of modal verbs (may/might, can/could, must, should, will/would, ought 
to, etc.) with the infinitive, e.g. Don’t wait up for me because I might be late. If anything should happen I can take 
care of myself. The doorman must have been bribed. 
x Lexical means – modal words (maybe, perhaps, possibly, probably), e.g. Perhaps he has something on his 
conscience, and wants advice. I don’t talk through my hat like maybe you think; and other words (nouns, 
adjectives, verbs) of modal semantics, which introduce subordinate clauses and act as predicators (wish, it’s time, 
possible, probable, chance, possibility, etc.), e.g. It’s time we were moving. It’s possible there might be large 
changes around here. The chances are you have chilled the rooms upstairs. 
x Syntactic types of sentences and subordinate clauses (imperative sentences, clauses introduced by conjunctions 
as if/as though, conditional clauses, etc), e.g. Take it easy! She really looks sometimes as if she isn’t all there. If 
we all looked our real selves the world would be uninhabitable. 
x Different combinations of the above means (see examples above). 
x Intonation, prosody. 
We have seen then, that many of the features associated with modality are not marked morphologically, but 
lexically or syntactically, or both. In this case we have to deal with the mixed system of means expressing modality. 
Modality is a functional-semantic category, while mood is but one of the means, namely morphological, of 
expressing modality. 
So, having established the distinction between mood and modality, let’s consider the grammatical category of 
mood proper. 
3. The category of mood 
3.1. Definition 
Proceeding from the accepted definition of the grammatical category, the verbal category of mood is a set of 
opposed form classes, which express modality by grammatical (morphological) means (Ivanova, 1981; Jespersen, 
1992; Palmer, 1998; Smirnitsky, 1959). Mood is a morphosyntactic category, because it is characteristic of finite 
forms only. 
However, the number of opposed form classes (moods), their semantics and means of expressing modality 
(synthetic and analytical) remain obstacles for grammatical theories. These obstacles generate numerous debates. 
The reasons for this have been mentioned earlier. 
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Before describing different approaches to the category of mood in English I want to make our view of the 
problems under discussion clear. 
First of all, a clear distinction between mood and modality was made; then, the semantic scope of modality was 
defined. Next, a grammatical category was viewed as a unity of form and meaning; hence, a combination of 
approaches could be consistently applied to all the members of the opposition. Moreover, since combinations of 
modal verbs with the infinitive are not characterized by a discontinuous morpheme, they cannot be regarded as 
analytical mood (Barkhudarov, 1975). Next, we study the present state of the mood system in English, which means 
that analogies with Latin, Greek and even Old English are not valid, unless they are substantiated with proper 
linguistic data. Finally, we proceed from the assumption that homonymy in the language system should be avoided. 
Now I would like to look at different interpretations of the mood system in Modern English and choose the one, 
which would meet our requirements for the grammatical category. 
3.2. Different approaches to the system of moods in English 
It may be useful to know that various systems of mood suggested by linguists comprise from 16 to no moods at 
all. 
It is obvious that the system of 16 moods proposed by M. Deutschbein (1928) is the result of the semantic 
approach. The main problem with it is that it focuses on the meaning only neglecting the form. 
According to the view of H. Whitehall (Whitehall, 1956), V. Plotkin (Plotkin, 1989) and F. Palmer (Palmer, 1998) 
the category of mood in Modern English has died out. However, this approach focuses mainly on the form and 
neglects the existing linguistic data. It may be interesting to note that B. A. Ilyish considers this view as “the way to 
cut the “Gordian knot” of problems posed by the analysis of modal meanings in the verb” (Ilyish, 1971, p. 113). 
Between these extremes there are intermediate views, such as that of A. I. Smirnitsky (Smirnitsky, 1959), who 
proposed a system of 6 moods:  
x Indicative: He came there. The sun rises in the East; 
x Imperative: Read the letter! Go there! 
x Subjunctive I: (be/go for all persons) I suggest that he/you go there. If it be so; 
x Subjunctive II: (were for all persons, and forms knew, had known homonymous with forms of Past Tense, Perfect 
and Non-Perfect Phase) I wish I were present. If I knew… If I had known…; 
x Suppositional: (analytical forms should/would + infinitive) Should you meet him, tell him to come. I suggest that 
he/you should go there; 
x Conditional: (analytical forms should/would + infinitive in the main clause of unreal condition sentences) What 
would you answer if you were asked? 
The analysis of the above system of moods shows that it has a few weak points:  
x Firstly, its semantic basis is inconsistent because the meaning of condition is not modal. 
x Secondly, combinations of modal verbs having pronounced lexical meaning with the infinitive are referred to 
analytical forms, which is not the case. 
x Thirdly, homonymous forms are introduced, which should be avoided.  
x And lastly it is not clear why the forms go in Go there! and I suggest that you go there, as well as the so-called 
analytical form should go in I suggest that you should go there are treated as the forms of three different moods if 
they have the same meaning of inducement and similar syntactic contexts (the last two). 
We have seen that this system, though trying to reconciliate form and meaning, fails to meet our requirements for 
a grammatical category. In addition it seems rather complicated and inappropriate for teaching purposes. 
The most widely accepted system in traditional grammar, which we come across in school grammars and 
textbooks, is the system of three moods: Indicative, Imperative and Subjunctive. These are sometimes called the 
Fact-Mood, the Will-Mood and the Thought-Mood respectively (Curme, 1931; Jespersen, 1992; Sweet, 1892). It is 
similar to Latin. Moreover, the same system of moods exists in Russian.  
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In both languages the Indicative mood represents an action as a fact: He is here – Он здесь; He said so – Он так 
сказал. 
The Imperative mood expresses the speaker’s inducement (order, request, command, and the like) addressed to 
another person to do something: Come here – Иди сюда; Wake up – Вставай. 
The Subjunctive mood shows actions as non-facts, but the range of meanings proposed includes those which are 
not modal (unreal condition, unlikely condition, consequence of unreal condition, wish, purpose and the like). 
Moreover, their means of expression are heterogeneous (synthetic and “analytical”, as well as homonymous), which 
seems suspect. 
Apart from the Fact-Mood and Will-Mood, the Thought-Mood is further subdivided by some linguists. These 
subdivisions are Subjunctive (be/were), Permissive (may/might/let + infinitive), Tense-Mood (lived, had lived), 
Conditional (should/would + infinitive), and Compulsive (be + infinitive). This yields a system of seven moods 
(Sweet, 1892), which is subjected to criticism just like A. I. Smirnitsky’s system. 
Systems comprising two moods have been proposed by M. Y. Blokh (Blokh, 2000) and L. S. Barkhudarov 
(Barkhudarov, 1975). Let’s now consider each of them in detail. 
The category of mood according to M. Y. Blokh expresses the speaker’s interpretation of the situation as actual or 
imaginary. He distinguishes two moods in Modern English: The Indicative and the Subjunctive, which stand in 
opposition to each other, thus, forming a unity of the system. The Indicative mood represents an action as actual, 
while the Subjunctive mood shows it as imaginary.  
The Subjunctive mood is further subdivided into spective and conditional moods, which in their turn have further 
subdivisions. Spective is represented by pure spective (be and imperative) and modal spective (may, let, should + 
infinitive). Conditional consists of stipulative (were, knew) and consective (had known). For the sake of simplifying 
the working terminology M. Y. Blokh calls moods, which belong to the Subjunctive, the following names: 
Subjunctive I (pure spective), Subjunctive II (stipulative), Subjunctive III (consective) and Modal Subjunctive 
(modal spective). Thus a twofold system turns into fivefold.  
I would like to point out that the formal mark of the opposition Indicative – Subjunctive in M. Y. Blokh’s theory 
is the tense-retrospect shift (tense-phase shift in our terminology). The shift consists in the following: the opposition 
of perfect and non-perfect phases turns into the opposition of relative substitutes for the absolute past and present 
tenses of the indicative. For example: I know it (present real) – I wish I knew it (present unreal); I knew it (past real) 
– I wish I had known it (past unreal). 
The analysis of M. Y. Blokh’s theory of mood shows that it is another attempt to expose the correlation between 
form and meaning of the category of mood, which basically fails to meet our requirements for a grammatical 
category.  
I would refer it to the semantic approach. At least because the only formal feature that distinguishes Indicative 
from Subjunctive is the tense-phase shift. I agree that this shift is very important in expressing unreality, but tense 
and phase are verbal categories other than mood and should be treated as such. The use to express unreal actions is 
characteristic of them only in certain contexts (subordinate clauses of definite types), and thus may be considered 
peripheral or secondary for these categories.  
Proceeding from our understanding of the relations between mood and modality we may say that the categories 
of tense and phase in certain contexts are used as the means of expressing modality (namely modality of unreality), 
not mood. We share the view that one grammatical category cannot be expressed by another. In the above case we 
witness a certain confusion between mood and modality. 
I would like to look now at L. S. Barkhudarov’s approach to the category of mood. L. S. Barkhudarov offers a 
twofold system, in which the opposition lies between the Indicative mood and the Imperative mood. 
The Imperative mood is the marked member of the opposition; its meaning is intensive, as it expresses 
inducement (command, request, etc). L. S. Barkhudarov refers to the Imperative mood the form “come” in the 
following cases: 
x Come here! 
x I suggest that you/he come here tomorrow.  
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His reasons for interpreting the form “come” in the second example as Imperative are as follows: 1) the form 
“come” is the same in both sentences; 2) the semantics of both sentences is the same, namely that of inducement 
(direct in the 1st case and indirect in the 2nd). This means that “come” in both cases is Imperative.  
The form of the Imperative is intensive: it is marked by the zero morpheme and special contexts. In this way it 
shows once again that mood is a morphosyntactic category. 
The Indicative mood is the unmarked member of the opposition: its meaning is extensive and is realized in 
different contexts. For example: He is President (reality) – He looks as if he is President (unreality-non-factuality) – 
Perhaps he is President. The chances are he is President (unreality-supposition). Its form is extensive too, as the 
third person singular of the verb takes the morpheme -s. 
It is important to note that the Indicative and the Imperative moods are opposed to each other within the time 
sphere of the non-past. 
As for the past tense forms, they are used to express different modal meanings (modality) in different contexts. 
They are not mood forms, but basically tense forms. For example: He knew it (past reality) – I wish he knew it 
(present unreality-non-factuality) – Perhaps he knew it (unreality-supposition). The tense shift is seen as a secondary 
meaning of the categorial form of the past tense. 
Combinations of should/would with the infinitive, which are traditionally regarded as analytical mood forms, as 
well as combinations of all the other modal verbs with the infinitive are excluded by L. S. Barkhudarov from the 
sphere of mood. He shares the view that these are free word combinations (Joos, 1964; Lyons, 1981; Palmer, 1990; 
Plotkin, 1989; Quirk, Greenbaum, Leech, & Svartvik, 1972; Zandvoort, 1975). Besides, they do not have a 
discontinuous morpheme. 
According to L. S. Barkhudarov, the Subjunctive “were” is extinct in Modern English and may not be considered 
as a form class, but rather as a lexical unit expressing unreality. 
The theory of mood put forward by L. S. Barkhudarov seems most logical and free of controversies. The reasons 
for this are as follows. First, it makes a clear distinction between mood and modality. Then, it specifies the meanings 
expressed by mood forms, as well as tense and phase forms, and other means of expressing modality. Next, it 
analyzes the present state of the language and is not oriented towards dead languages. Then, it treats combinations 
with modal verbs as free lexical-syntactic means of expressing modality. And finally, it avoids homonymy in 
language structure. Thus, L. S. Barkhudarov’s theory may be considered quite a successful attempt to reveal the true 
nature of the category of mood in Modern English. 
To sum up L. S. Barkhudarov’s theory, the category of mood in Modern English is an opposition of the Indicative 
mood and the Imperative mood. This opposition lies in the sphere of the non-past only. The form “were” of the 
Subjunctive mood is extinct and does not form a class. Past tense forms and combinations of modal verbs with the 
infinitive are considered to be non-morphological means expressing modality, which are outside the category of 
mood. 
4. Conclusion 
In summary, I would like to point out that in treating the category of mood it is necessary to make a distinction 
between mood and modality. Modality is a notional category which expresses the relation of the utterance to reality 
as stated by the speaker. There are two semantic types of modality: reality and unreality. Reality represents actions 
as facts, while unreality is seen as comprising non-factuality, inducement and supposition. Means of expressing 
modality are various. Mood is the morphological means of expressing modality. There are different approaches to 
the system of moods in Modern English, the most reasonable one seems the system proposed by Professor 
Barkhudarov. According to L. S. Barkhudarov there are two moods in Modern English: the Indicative and the 
Imperative. The opposition lies in the sphere of the non-past only. Past tense forms and different combinations of 
modal verbs with the infinitive are used as morphological, lexical and syntactic means of expressing modality, 
different from the category of mood. The perspectives of further research include contrastive investigation into the 
typical means of expressing modality in different languages, which will contribute to defining its socially and 
culturally-bound character, as well as help learners of foreign languages find and retrieve textual information with 
minimal efforts. 
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